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. Original Submission
.1. Recommendation
Major Revision
. Comments to Author
Line 35-47 is made of uncoordinated sentences.
Line 35-37: Re-write the sentence: studies on climate change impact on stream ﬂows in Tanzania were conducted in the
angani basin (Notter et al., 2013), Ruvu River sub-basin (Mwandosya et al. (1998) and Wami  River sub-basin (Wambura,
014).
Line 37-41: Notter et al. (2013) studied the hydrological impacts of potential climate change in the Pangani basin with
ocus on climate forcings from individual GCMs.
Is hydrological impacts different from stream ﬂow? If yes what were the other aspects considered in the study? Otherwise
he sentence does not add anything on the previous
Are the sentences talk about Pangani?
Line 44-45: GCMs downscaled by the delta change method were selected by measuring their performance using the root
ean squared error (RMSE) method.
This sentence is just hanging.
Line 51-54: needs references
Line 55-57: needs references
Line 57-58: needs references
Line 64-66: is premature. There are no premises leading to this sentence.
Line 71-73: requires references
Line 77-78: is a repetition of the previous sentence.
Line 81-82: Are they the only one?
The study is lacking objectives
Line 141: Twenty GCM were used
Line156-158: How was this done?
Line168-170: re-write
Line 182: Full stop after use
Line 199-205: use the articles and punctuation correctly.
Line 209: Why  use inverse squared distance method? Was  this approach validated before?
Line 213-214: re-write
Line 217-229: re-write. Consider methodological aspect only.
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Line 230-231: The skilled GCMs representing scenario RCP 8.5 were then bias corrected using the simple delta method
(SDM). (Why only RCP 8.5?)
Sub-title 2.5: Authors should only consider methodological aspects. Literature review related materials can be integrated
in the introduction.
Line 256-260: unclear statement. re-write
Sub-title 2.6: What is the basis of the projected changes?
Line 286-288: To be transferred to materials and methods.
Line 288-294: re-write
Line 298: . . ..the highest peaks were well, —same (tense) line 300,301
Line 499-490: transfer to materials and methods
Line 492-496: Transfer to materials and methods
My opinion
The author should:work on the ﬂow of ideas for the entire document.improve the introduction, state the objective (s)
of the study.present detailed and clear methodology for achieving the stated objectives., present results and the conclusion
accordingly,.
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